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1.1.	Knowledge and its influence on behavior

	Knowledge is something that has always interested people. Everyone would like to know everything, and everyone has felt and feels the need to know something. When organizations ask themselves what kind of people they need, they always think about the knowledge of future employees. Knowledge has attained such breadth that in everyday conversation it even replaces other human qualities. One can, therefore, easily find requirements such as “knows how to solve problems creatively” and so on. Knowledge does not deserve such emphasis and such generalized importance. The idea behind the term “knowledge” often hides the expectation that people will react and behave in appropriate manners. Knowledge is not enough to yield an appropriate reaction or behavior. People must know how, be able, and want to react appropriately in a situation at work. This means that we must not only know, but also be capable and motivated at the same time.

	Together with other qualities, knowledge therefore acquires its final value and “worth” only when it is used appropriately at work. Knowledge is of no advantage to us if we cannot or do not use it. In this case, knowledge is more a warehouse of assorted (sometimes even applicable) information that cannot be implemented. People with this kind of knowledge know a great deal and feel a need for their knowledge to be respected. Of course, they cannot receive this respect on the basis of their accomplishments and they feel the need for a bit of pride because this is the only way they can convince the people around them that they are worth something. This quality – that knowledge is implemented and shown only in the second phase, in a non-direct manner after one’s education is complete – suggests the idea that learning for the sake of knowledge cannot be useful. However, learning for the sake of successful work is, in any case, more applicable for many organizations.

	It has been a very long time since the first schools appeared that sought to systematically teach people to do what they would later be doing in organizations. The establishment of academic programs was primarily based on the systematization of jobs, or job descriptions. Everything that was necessary for a particular job was called a profession and it was, therefore, possible to fashion a catalog of knowledge that the candidate could master in order to do the work of his profession. Some jobs remain relatively stable today, which means that the tasks are very strictly prescribed, and in this situation, it is not difficult to design a corresponding academic program. There is no special need for creative knowledge. Since originality in behavior represents a great competitive advantage, it is necessary to react to market situations differently from how we were taught in school: knowledge must be applied creatively.





	A behavior pattern is a person’s relatively constant manner of reacting to the same stimuli. Behavior patterns are formed throughout the course of a person’s life. Numerous external and internal, as well as known and unknown factors influence the shaping of a behavior pattern. The relative constancy of a behavior pattern makes it possible to predict how a person will react, and this is much more accurate than can be concluded from a thorough knowledge of the human qualities (i.e., competences) that comprise it. In fact, it is nearly impossible to make inferences about a person’s behavior on the basis of his individual competences because we do not know what their influence on behavior is, and we are even less certain that we are aware of all the human competences that interact to cause human behavior. However, from the knowledge of the behavior pattern of a person, we can certainly predict his reactions because we recognize a person’s behavior pattern at the time of his reaction to the same or similar stimulus as occurred at a given moment. A person will, therefore, also react in the same manner. Of course, errors also occur in this method of predicting human behavior, but the mistakes are considerably smaller.

	Such a behaviorist conceptualization of man is relatively rare in today’s world because an analytical conceptualization predominates. Researchers strive to analytically discover a person’s “component parts” and predict his reactions from them. The analytical conceptualization is certainly a very appropriate way to think about all mechanisms that are comprised of a large number of elements. In such a mechanism, each part operates independently and in harmony with other parts. If a single part of the entire mechanism breaks down, the system comes to a standstill. When a broken part is replaced or repaired, the entire system works once more. There is no doubt that all technical systems work in this manner. The question is whether a person also works this way. Even if we recognize all of his “parts” (qualities, characteristics, competences, abilities, virtues, and other analytical categories), it would be difficult to predict his behavior. 

If we assume that a person does not have a certain quality, then we could assume what he is not capable of doing. Of course, it is not possible to predict what he will do and how he will do it. In predicting a person’s future reaction, the analytical conceptualization of man must look at all of his qualities, known and unknown, as well as the consequences of the interaction between individual human qualities. In any case, for innovatively oriented companies, the answer to the question of what and how a person will do something is more important than what he will not be able to do. The thing that somebody is unable to do is largely the element by which we help those that wish to discredit someone or thwart him in some other manner. In a world in which the highly civilized culture of market competition is in force, people strive to exploit every possibility of what someone can do and how.

1.3. Behavior in an organization

	As early as the Hawthorne studies (1937), it was shown that changing physical conditions at work do not influence workers’ productivity as was first thought. Productivity constantly increased regardless of how the physical conditions at work changed. It was only a few years later that it became clear to the experimenters that they had forgotten to design a formal organizational structure. Instead, an informal structure appeared. On the basis of their behavior patterns, people themselves unconsciously shaped a “natural” organization based on the congruent behavior patterns of the participants. Therefore, poor working conditions did not have the expected influence on productivity. In this classic experiment, we can seek evidence for the existence of informal behavior patterns that a formal organization is unable to prescribe. Although people are unaware of their “natural” behavior patterns, their behavior stems from them. Behavior patterns can, therefore, also be used in shaping a natural organization, or the interpersonal relations between people that can counteract numerous difficulties at work.

	From this, we can assume that people will act in line with their natural behavior patterns at work, regardless of the strictness of the formal regulations that define the manners of formal behavior. In addition, one must also recognize the possibility that people associate and work with people whose behavior patterns agree with their own. In turn, they reject those that do not fit these patterns. One could, therefore, say that an informal or natural organization is more effective than a formal or “artificial” organization.

1.4. Studying behavior patterns

It has been quite a few years since researchers began systematically examining the behavior patterns that likely define the structure of an informal organization. A number of authors have studied people’s behavior patterns, in one way or another, and tried to classify them into categories or types. Three of these are worth mentioning: Ichak Adizes (www.adizes.com), R. Meredith Belbin (www.belbin.com), and Kathy Kolbe (www.kolbe.com).

	In his research, Belbin (1993) determined nine different team roles that participants perform during teamwork. According to Belbin, each person generally has only one team role, which can also be combined with the characteristics of other team roles. Belbin’s key finding (Belbin 1993; Bernik 1998) is that no individual is perfect, although a team can be. Also, if a team does not include all nine team roles, it can be effective nonetheless. An incorrect combination of team roles cannot provide the desired results. The names of Belbin’s nine different team roles, which in fact represent people’s behavior patterns, are: shaper, implementer, monitor evaluator, team worker, specialist, completer finisher, resource investigator, coordinator, and plant (Belbin, 1993, p. 78).

	Adizes (1979, 1980, 1981) studied managerial styles of leadership and determined that people managing successful organizations always use multiple styles of leadership or roles. Further analyses (Adizes 1996) showed that each management organization, if it wishes to be successful, must contain at least four management roles: producer (P), administrator (A), entrepreneur (E), and integrator (I). Management is less successful if it does not contain all four styles. The author, therefore, concluded that good management cannot lack any of these styles. Only all four roles together represent a basis for good management. It is interesting that these roles are in opposition and that one person is unlikely to be capable of playing all of them simultaneously. A good management organization is, therefore, generally composed of more than one person. In this case, many questions arise regarding the existence of individual ideal managers. Those that believe themselves to be ideal managers are probably unaware that they would achieve nothing without suitable, complementary colleagues.

	Recent research has been published by Kathy Kolbe (1999), who differentiates people’s behavior roles with regard to their instincts as a natural way of reacting. She also believes that it is only possible to form a good team from complementary people. Her four behavior patterns have the following names: fact finder, follow thru, quick start, and implementer. In all of the remaining interpretation, her idea does not differ from those of Belbin or Adizes.

1.5. Students' behavior patterns

	A study of behavior patterns (Lipičnik 2006) determined that three groups of students from different years in the Business School program of the Faculty of Economics in Ljubljana show the same behavior pattern: namely, paEI. In other words, the average student from all three years is a person that predominantly thinks about ideas, creativity, and people. The current results and the system for producing results are not so important to him. A person of this style believes that results will be attained on their own if people are suitably prepared with regard to creativity and knowledge. He is, therefore, sometimes even surprised at the results. These persons’ thought patterns are primarily oriented towards people and less towards results. In their work, they prefer to use ideas rather than written rules. In decision-making, they are primarily oriented toward long-term efficiency and effectiveness, and they are less interested in short-term efficiency and effectiveness. Indecisiveness is a hallmark of their communication because regardless of what they say, they almost always only mean “maybe.” Their assertions are not truly reliable. Their statements accommodate their listeners more than the facts.

	Since no differences were seen in the behavior patterns of the three years of students, this leads to the conclusion that these students shared the same academic process contributing to the shaping of similar behavior patterns. Given that we are talking about an average behavior pattern, this means that the individuals’ behavior patterns differ nonetheless. If we were to ascribe a key role only to the same pedagogical process in shaping behavior patterns, then the behavior patterns of all the students would have to be the same. We must also take into account the fact that individuals’ behavior patterns are the result of entirely individual characteristics as well as the consequence of other factors from the environment: for example, the culture of the environment from which they come. If it were possible to control all of these factors and determine the isolated influence of each factor on shaping a person’s behavior pattern, it would be possible to consciously shape people’s behavior patterns as needed. 





Young people’s behavior patterns arise under the influence of various factors. Especially important among these are: the educational process, the teaching method, and the social circumstances in which this process takes place. It is probably not possible to separate the influence of each one from the other, but it is possible to determine from them whether different behavior patterns appear among people of the same age in educational programs that are formally identical. In order to confirm or reject this hypothesis, we compared the behavior patterns of a sample of students from Ljubljana and Pula that attended what were essentially the same academic programs on both sides of the border. We are aware that we were unable to control all of the necessary factors because this would have been physically impossible. We, therefore, equalized certain conditions and thus lessened their influence on the formation of behavior patterns.

	In this study, we were mainly interested in the following:
	Do the behavior patterns of students from various years in the same country differ and, if so, how? 
	Do the behavior patterns of students and peers from the two countries differ and, if so, how?




	The study included students in the Business School program at the Faculty of Economics in Ljubljana – a group from 1999/2000 (the class of 2000) and a group from 2005/2006 (the class of 2006) – and students from a comparable program at the Faculty of Economics and Tourism in Pula representing the same years. The data include only the responses of those students that responded to all of the questions. Since we did not check the representativeness of the sample of subjects used, the generalization of the results obtained is somewhat questionable, but is nonetheless sufficient to allow the shaping of certain assumptions. The structure of the subject is shown in 
Table 1 and Table 2.














4. INSTRuMENT FOR DETERMINING BEHAVIOR PATTERNS

4.1. Assumptions of the instrument 

The prediction of human behavior on the basis of a behavior pattern is simple because a behavior pattern has only two typical components: cognitive orientation and the conclusion that follows this cognitive orientation. Systematic observation (Adizes 1981, 1988) has shown that cognitive orientation can be summed up in only four different types with the following main characteristics, which are also the basis for qualitative interpretation of the behavior roles determined:

	Behavior Role P: The conviction that it is necessary to work alone is characteristic of this role. All activity must be oriented toward short-term effectiveness. There is complete sincerity in communication. A person says what he thinks. It is possible to influence the development of this behavior role by constantly giving a person tasks that he can and must concretely perform: for example, production work. The person must immediately know whether the task has been done well or poorly.

	Behavior Role A: The conviction that it is necessary to work only if suitable rules exist is characteristic of this role. Otherwise, it is necessary to first make the rules and only then start working. Activities are, therefore, oriented toward short-term efficiency. Communication is characterized by complete security. A person that is not completely convinced of something will not give it his acknowledgement. One can influence the development of this behavioral role by giving a person tasks in which one must engage in advance planning in order to carry them out successfully.

	Behavior Role E: A feeling that everything has to be done afresh and differently and future-oriented thinking characterize this cognitive orientation. Activities are, therefore, oriented toward long-term effectiveness. Only a decisive “no” is completely reliable in communication. Providing tasks that a person can only accomplish in his own way, without formal limitations, can influence the development of this behavior pattern.

	Behavior Role I: This cognitive orientation is created by the conviction that it is necessary to please other people in the environment at any cost. This is felt to pay off in the long run through long-term efficiency. Communication is adapted only to this orientation and for its environment it is, therefore, very acceptable and sweet, but very deceptive. Tasks that require people to reflect and explain their ideas to others are a suitable manner for developing this behavioral role.

	Each of these cognitive orientations is followed by characteristic decisions and almost always the same actions. It is possible to find all of the cognitive orientations in a single person, but they do not have an equal influence on the final behavior. Each behavior pattern in a person is, therefore, composed of four behavior roles. However, the final behavior depends on the level of development of the individual behavior role. Strongly developed behavior roles in one behavior pattern have a strong influence on the final behavior, whereas less developed ones are hardly noticeable or simply do not exist. If a high level of development appears in multiple roles in a behavior pattern, the prediction of human behavior is somewhat complicated because it is necessary to take all inclinations into account during the prediction. Of course, no person is permeated with a high development of all four behavior roles in his behavior pattern. Such a person would have the behavior pattern of an ideal person, which theoretically does not exist.

4.2. Construction of the instrument

	Adizes’ assumptions (Adizes 1981) that it is possible to recognize the characteristics of behavior patterns in the manner of thought and orientation in decision-making, and that visible signs of individual behavior patterns are expressed in communication and decision-making in general, are the basis for Lipičnik’s questionnaire that we used to measure behavior patterns. The questionnaire and its 162 pairs of questions define individuals’ behavior patterns. On the basis of their responses, it is possible to describe the behavior pattern of each individual in a concentrated form using four letters with three variations.

	The “manual” or “paper” form of the questionnaire is composed of two parts. The first part consists of questions or statements, and the second part is an answer sheet. The answer sheet was separate from the questionnaire so that the questionnaire could be reused.

	The questionnaire presents subjects with specific situations and asks how they reacted when they were in such a situation, or how they would react if they had not yet been in such a situation. The person answers by choosing one of the responses provided. Each response provided belongs to one of the types of behavior roles, and the person chooses them so that they are given points. A person chooses only one possibility of the two, where one is worth 3 points and the other possibility in the pair is worth 0 points. If he likes both of the answers offered, the 3 points can be divided as 2 and 1, or as 1 and 2. In each case, he must therefore prefer one answer, which represents a concrete reaction and not a special quality.

	The technical arrangement of the questions follows the same principle, so that while answering, the subject does not have to change his principles of answering, which could be confusing. The subject is usually able to answer all of the questions in 45 to 60 minutes, primarily depending on the subject’s reading technique and decision-making ability.

	The answer sheet is divided into individual sections where the subject enters his responses. Sections that the subject is not allowed to use are colored black.

4.3. Sensitivity of the instrument 





	Data collection took place, with the help of the instrument described above, during various lectures, lab classes, and classes with term projects at both faculties during the same academic years in Croatia and Slovenia. The Pula students responded in Croatian and the Ljubljana students in Slovenian. The Lipičnik questionnaire was translated into Croatian by Marli Gonan Božac, who also collected the data among the Pula students.

	6. RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

	Numerical testing of the differences in behavior patterns was carried out with the help of F-tests, which we used to test the null hypothesis: H0 – there are no differences among the selected phenomena. The results were processed with the SPSS statistical package.

6.1. Do the behavior patterns of groups from various years in the same country differ and, if so, how?

	In order to answer this question, we tested the statistical characteristics of the differences between the means of behavior roles in 2000 and 2006 in each country separately. We used an F-test to test the null hypothesis: that there were no differences in individual behavior roles between different years. The results for the Pula students are shown in Table 3.















	A test of differences among means (F-test) by individual behavior roles of the behavior patterns of different years of Pula students shows a statistically significant difference between the 2000 and 2006 groups in roles A and E. The differences indicate that role A strengthened somewhat among the Pula students and that role E weakened. What this could actually mean is that a creative cognitive orientation has yielded somewhat to a formal cognitive orientation. The statistically significant differences seen in both roles A and E are a result of the excessive sensitivity of the statistical analysis. The sensitivity of the instrument shows that the actual average behavior pattern of Pula students from 2000 and 2006 is the same: namely, pAEi. In a qualitative sense, this represents a person for whom it is very important to work according to rules and regulations. He is prepared to orient his creative ideas toward following what is agreed upon and the creation of new rules, and he is an exceptionally hard negotiator. He could be characterized as a devil’s advocate. He has little feeling for other people and it is hard for him to integrate the ideas of others into a solid whole. This type of person has many ideas and wishes to control everything that is happening at the moment. This person has a short-term orientation with regard to efficiency, and a long-term orientation with regard to effectiveness. In communication, such people are very cautious and they thoroughly consider all of their statements before they speak them. They are also very decisive when they must say “no.” We carried out a similar test for the Slovenian students. Table 4 shows the results.
















	A test of the statistical characteristics of the differences between the individual behavior roles of the average behavior patterns of two different years of Ljubljana students shows statistically significant differences in all of the behavior roles: P, A, E, and I. The statistical significance of the differences in individual roles shows that the conviction that it is necessary to work more and more is increasing (role P). There is also an increasing conviction that it is necessary to work according to rules (role A). In contrast, there is a reduction in the tendency to need to do everything afresh and different, and to think only of the future (role E). There is especially a reduction in attention directed towards people. According to this analysis, we would expect that the average behavior pattern of a Ljubljana student completely changed from 2000 to 2006. The sensitivity of the instrument for measuring behavior patterns did not confirm this assumption. An actual difference recognized by the sensitivity of the instrument appeared only in role I. The average behavior pattern of a Slovenian student from 2000, which we described as paEI, changed to paEi in the 2006 group. Where is the difference? With regard to both efficiency and effectiveness, the average behavior pattern of a Ljubljana student in the 2000 group showed a long-term orientation. Current efficiency and effectiveness were not of much interest. They were indecisive in communication. Decisiveness could only be seen occasionally, when it was necessary to say “no.” They were very sensitive to praise and would do anything to have people praise them. A high level of sensitivity to interpersonal relations was also apparent. In turn, the actual average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2006 group shows that they remain oriented only toward long-term effectiveness, while they are not overly interested in long-term efficiency. It could be said that the average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2000 group is similar to the behavior of a teacher. In contrast, the average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2006 group is similar to the behavior of an entrepreneur.

6.2. Do the behavior patterns of students and peers from the two countries differ and, if so, how?

	Due to the change between the two years in behavior patterns among the Ljubljana students, we took the precaution of comparing the behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students separately for each year.

	For each behavior role represented in the average behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students in 2000, we assumed that the behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students would not differ for any of the behavior roles (H0).
	An F-test showed that it is possible to reject the null hypothesis for all of the roles (P, A, E, and I) in the 2000 groups of Pula and Ljubljana students because the populations showed a statistically significant difference in all roles. The excessive sensitivity of the statistical testing, thus, recognized changes in all behavior roles, but the sensitivity of the instrument for determining behavior patterns recognized changes only in roles A and I. 

This means that in the systematic sense and in their orderliness, the Pula students were far ahead of their Ljubljana peers. Their behavior pattern could be described as follows: pAEi. In contrast, thinking about the future and working with people were more characteristic of the Ljubljana students. A description of the average behavior pattern of the Ljubljana students is paEI. This means that in their decision-making, the Pula students were very cautious, whereas their Ljubljana peers assumed greater risk in making their decisions. The Ljubljana students were oriented toward long-term efficiency and long-term effectiveness, whereas their peers from Pula were more interested in short-term efficiency and long-term effectiveness. Figure 1 shows the differences between Ljubljana and Pula students from 2000.

 Figure 1: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana and Pula students in the 2000 academic year

	We also established similar null hypotheses – that there are no differences in the roles of the average behavior patterns of Ljubljana and Pula students – when we tested the statistically significant differences in individual roles of the average behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students in 2006.

	An F-test showed that statistically significant differences in the average behavior patterns in 2006 between Pula and Ljubljana students only exist in roles A and E, and therefore, we must reject the null hypotheses for these roles. However, we accepted the null hypotheses for roles P and I because there were no statistically significant differences between the groups. The statistically significant difference in role E also occurred because of the excessive sensitivity of the F-test. This resulted in an actual difference in the average behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students in 2006 only for role A. The behavior pattern of the Pula students can be described as pAEi, and of the Ljubljana students as paEi. This situation is shown in Figure 2.

 Figure 2: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana and Pula students in the 2006 academic year

	An analysis of differences, therefore, showed that the behavior pattern of Pula students does not differ from year to year. Therefore, the change in the behavior pattern that appeared in the 2006 group of Ljubljana students is also expressed in a difference between the behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students. Thus, the principal difference between the 2000 and 2006 groups of Pula and Ljubljana students was shown only in the Ljubljana students, who no longer expressed much cognitive orientation toward future efficiency because their tendency towards working with people fell greatly. The situation for roles P, A, and E remained unchanged, and the situation for role I changed greatly.

	6.3. Do behavior patterns differ between the sexes and, if so, how?

	In order to clarify whether there are general differences in behavior patterns or whether these differences only appeared in one of the sexes, we tested the differences in the behavior patterns of men and women in each year separately on both sides of the border. 

Table 5 shows the results of testing the differences in the average behavior patterns of male and female Pula students in the 2000 group.
















	There is no difference in the average behavior pattern of male and female students from Pula in 2000. No differences were shown by sensitive statistical analysis (F-test) or by the less sensitive instrument for measuring behavior patterns. A behavior pattern that can be described as pAEi applies to both sexes.

	There was also no difference in the average behavior pattern of male and female students in the 2006 Pula group and this was the same as in the 2000 group. This points to the exceptional firmness of the behavior patterns of the Pula students.















	The average behavior pattern of male and female students from the 2000 Ljubljana group did not differ and was the same for both sexes: paEI. This is shown in Table 6.

















	Table 8 presents a summary of the findings of this study.







	The results show that the behavior patterns of the Pula students are very constant and show no variation between years or sexes. The overall average behavior pattern is the same as the average behavior pattern for men and women. It can be seen that the conditions in which the students acquire their knowledge are relatively stable and that the instruction style used by various instructors probably does not differ significantly. The students studying at the faculty in Pula from year to year represent a rather homogeneous population regarding their characteristics. Their relationship to the material is strictly academic and the facts do not allow various interpretations. A consequence of these and many other constant factors is that the behavior pattern described as pAEi can be quite stable. Adizes has named this behavior pattern “The Devil’s Advocate.” In a qualitative sense, this is a person for whom it is very important that everything goes according to rules and regulations. He is prepared to orient his creative ideas to observing what has been agreed upon and to creating new rules, and he is an exceptionally hard negotiator. He has little feeling for other people and finds it difficult to integrate the ideas of others into a complete whole. This type of person has many ideas and wishes to control everything currently happening. He has a short-term orientation with regard to efficiency, and a long-term orientation with regard to effectiveness. In communication, such people are very cautious and they thoroughly consider all statements before they say anything. They are also very decisive when they have to say “no.”

	The rather robust average behavior pattern of the Ljubljana students changed somewhat in the 2006 group. The numerical change was not so great, but there was a great difference regarding content. The behavior pattern changed qualitatively from what Adizes calls “The Teacher” to “The Entrepreneur.” In the role of “The Teacher” (paEI), Ljubljana students primarily thought about ideas, creativity, and people. Concrete results and the production system were of less interest to them because they were convinced that these simply were not necessary during their student years. They believed that results would be achieved on their own if people were suitably prepared with regard to creativity and knowledge. People with this kind of behavior pattern can especially find a place as good sales agents or as core politicians. Although these people are also creative and adaptable, the consequences of their actions do not overly concern them. They are capable of giving irresponsible promises and do not have an especially developed system for fulfilling their promises. However, they are very attentive to what people want, need, and expect. They are happy if they can satisfy others’ wishes because this actually gratifies their egos. They are most concerned about what people want and expect from them. It is easy for them to get people to blindly follow them.

	For the average behavior pattern of the 2006 Ljubljana students, “The Entrepreneur” (paEi) has characteristics similar to that of “The Teacher.” The difference is that “The Entrepreneur” does not think so much about people and he does not orient his ideas toward fulfilling others’ wishes. Such people are not overly interested in what others want. They are only guided by the prospects of effectiveness in the future and their own image. Therefore, people no longer blindly follow them. “The Entrepreneur” is not overly reliable in communication, especially when agreeing with an opinion. He expresses decisiveness only when he has to say “no.”

	From the characteristics determined for the Pula and Ljubljana students, it is possible to predict their behavior in specific situations. This is an essential advantage of the behaviorist assessment of behavior patterns over the structuralist search for individual characteristics that are difficult to discover and even more difficult to connect with people’s anticipated behavior.

	If the Pula and Ljubljana students from the 2000 groups were to find themselves at the same negotiating table, what would happen? “The Teacher” would probably tend to satisfy “The Devil’s Advocate,” seek his wishes and needs, and attempt to satisfy his own ego. “The Teacher” is not interested in the kind of person sitting in front of him. “The Devil’s Advocate” would easily be able to anticipate the other’s behavior and would be able to turn the events to his own advantage. He would exploit all of the ideas that “The Teacher” offered him. If he did not agree with an idea, or if it was not to his advantage, he would intervene and resort to formal rules of work that do not suit the behavior pattern of “The Teacher.” In any case, a compromise agreement would be possible.

	What would happen if a 2006 Pula student (“The Devil’s Advocate”) and a 2006 Ljubljana student (“The Entrepreneur”) were to find themselves at the negotiating table? The reactions of the Pula student would be very similar to those above, but the Ljubljana student would no longer react in the same way as his peers from the 2000 group. He would offer significantly more ideas and, out of strong concern for his own image, would decisively oppose ideas that were not to his advantage. It would be difficult to reach an agreement.

	From the perspective of the learning process, it seems that in Slovenia instructors should think about how to strengthen the roles P, A, and I in their students’ behavior patterns. However, in Croatia it would be useful to consider educational methods that would strengthen roles P and I.

	Therefore, both Pula and Ljubljana students must consider how to strengthen role P in their behavior patterns. This can be achieved with the help of empirical learning, which the student acquires through concrete work. Academic programs must make it possible for the student to completely understand the process in which concrete results are achieved. It is best if they experience this for themselves. Well-organized work experience, in which the students learn to solve concrete problems in the jobs for which they are being trained, would greatly help. The Bologna guidelines anticipate much more concrete work, and their introduction into the academic process can significantly contribute to this. When the Bologna guidelines are implemented on both sides of the border, we will repeat this study and test this hypothesis.

	The Ljubljana programs must also strengthen role A in the behavior patterns of its students. To strengthen this role, it is also necessary to do something similar to what is done to strengthen role P. The only difference is that during concrete work, the students must absolutely feel a need for planning. They must be aware of what they want and they must become accustomed to controls if they have also created them. Careful planning and careful execution of planned academic programs, which is also required by the Bologna guidelines, will be of great assistance in strengthening behavior role A in the behavior pattern of Ljubljana students.





1.	Adizes, I.: Corporate Life Cycles, Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ 1988.
2.	Adizes, I.: How to Solve the Mismanagement Crisis, Adizes Institute, Santa Monica, CA 1981.
3.	Adizes, I.: Obvladovanje sprememb [Managing Changes], Zbirka Management, GV, Ljubljana 1996.
4.	Adizes, I.: Adizes Management Resources, http://www.adizes.com
5.	Belbin, M.: Team Roles at Work, Butterworth-Heinemann Ltd, London 1993.
6.	Belbin, M.: Belbin Team Roles, http://www.belbin.com
7.	Bernik, J.: Vpliv vedenja vodij na uspešnost podjetja [The Influence of Leaders' Behavior on Company Success], Master's thesis, Faculty of Economics, Ljubljana 1998.
8.	Gostiša, M.: Participativni management: sodobna teorija in praksa organizacijske udeležbe zaposlenih v svetu in pri nas [Participatory Management: Modern Theory and Practice of Organized Employee Participation Internationally and in Slovenia], ČZP Enotnost and Studio Participatis, Ljubljana 1996.
9.	Gruban, B.: Zakaj kompetence (ni)so družboslovna znanstvena fantastika [Why Competences Are (not) Social Science Fiction], 2003 http://www.dialogos.si/slo/objave/clanki/kompetence/
10.	Harvey, D., Bowin, R. B.: Human Resource Management, An Experimental Approach, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Upper Saddle River, NJ 1996.
11.	Kolbe, K.: Take the Kolbe A Index, http://www.kolbe.com
12.	Lipičnik, B. Učenje hitrejše od izobraževanja [Learning Faster than Education], Organizacija (Kranj), June 2001, vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 338–340.
13.	Lipičnik, B., Gonan Božac, M.: Mednarodna primerjava vedenjskih vzorcev študentov [An International Comparison of Students’ Behavior Patterns], 19th Advisory Conference for Labor Organizers, Portorož, 29–31 March 2000. Management v novem tisočletju: zbornik posvetovanja z mednarodno udeležbo. Kranj: Moderna organizacija, 2000, pp. 248–257.
14.	Lipičnik, B., Krbec, D.: Ekonomska globalizacija i promjene u obrazovanju [Economic Globalization and Changes in Education]. In: Božina, L., Krbec, D. (eds.). Ekonomska globalizacija i razvoj u malim zemljama Europe. Pula: Fakultet ekonomije i turizma "Dr. Mijo Mirković", 2001, pp. 247–256.
15.	Lipičnik, B.: Brez problemov ni e-učenja [There Is No E-Learning Without Problems], Zbornik strokovne konference: Doživeti in izpeljati, Doba, Maribor 2003, pp. 79–93.
16.	Lipičnik, B.: Knowledge and Decision Making: Do We Want What We Need? In: 2002 Informing Science + IT Education Conference. [Compact disc ed.], pp. 933–938, http://ecommerce (​http:​/​​/​ecommerce​).lebow.drexel.edu/eli/
2002Proceedings/toc.htm. Cork (Ireland): University College Cork, Computer Science Department, 2002.
17.	Lipičnik, B.: Planiranje ljudi kot virov oziroma njihovih zmožnosti v organizacijah [Planning People as a Resource, or Their Capabilities in Organizations], In: Pučko, D.: Planiranje v neprofitnem javnem sektorju, EDUKA, Nova Gorica, 2005, pp. 149–160. 
18.	Lipičnik, B.: The Globalisation of Individuals' Competencies: the case of Slovenian Students in the Business Field, Economics and Business Review, Vol. 8, No. 3, 2006, Ljubljana October 2006, pp. 245- 261
19.	Lipičnik, B.: Ravnanje z ljudmi pri delu [Managing People at Work], Gospodarski vestnik, Ljubljana 1998.
20.	Lipičnik, B.: Vedenjski vzorci dveh generacij študentov [Student Behavior Patterns from Two Different Years], Zbornik posvetovanja – Evropska skupnost in management, FOV, Portorož 1999, vol. 1, pp. 226–232.
21.	Petric, J. A., Furr, D. S.: Total Quality in Managing Human Resources, St. Lucie Press, Delray Beach, FL 1995.




KOMPARATIVNO ISTRAŽIVANJE UZORAKA PONAŠANJA STUDENATA POSLOVNE EKONOMIJE U LJUBLJANI (SLOVENIJA) I PULI (HRVATSKA)

Sažetak


































^1	  Dr. Bogdan Lipičnik, Associate Professor, University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Economics in 
   Ljubljana, Kardeljeva ploščad 17, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia, Phone: +386 1 589 2562, Fax:   
   +386 1 589 2698, E-mail: bogdan.lipicnik@ef.uni-lj.si
^2	  Dr. Marli Gonan Božac, Associate Professor, University of Rijeka, "Dr. Mijo Mirković" Faculty 
  of Economics and Tourism in Pula, Preradovićeva 1, HR-52100 Pula, Croatia, Phone: +385 52 
  377 020, Fax: +385 52 216 416, E-mail: mbozac@efpu.hr
^3	  Mihelič Katarina Katja, Assistant Instructor, University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Economics in 
   Ljubljana, Kardeljeva ploščad 17, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia, Phone: +386 1 589 2582, Fax: 
   +386 1 589 2698, E-mail: katja.mihelic@ef.uni-lj.si
